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REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of this application as amended. Claims 
19 and 20 are pending in the application. No claims have been amended. No claims have been 
canceled. No claims have been added. 

The Examiner objected to the drawings, indicating that Figures 1-11 should be designated 
by a legend such as —Prior Art--. The Office action purports that these figures are generic 
showing the generation operation of JPEG 2000 which is prior art, and that the Applicant did not 
invent the features of JPEG 2000 shown in Figures 1-11. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 
Although Figures 1-11 are used to describe a system for using a multi-level coding algorithm 
that is the basis of JPEG 2000, Figures 1-11 are used to describe embodiments of the present 
invention. Figures 1-11 describe a system in which the claimed embodiments may be 
implemented, and as such, are not prior art. For example. Figure 7 is a system diagram of an 
image processing system in which embodiments of the present invention may be implemented. 
For example. Figure 12 is a flow chart showing the operational flow of OCR processing 
performed by the server computer 2 and the client computer 4, as illustrated in Figure 7. Since 
Figures 1-11 describe an environment in which the embodiments of the present invention can be 
implemented Figures 1-1 1 are not prior art, and as such, do not require a designation of -Prior 
Art—. In addition, the description of Figures 1-11 have not been included in the background 
section, and the Applicant has made no assertions that the contents of Figures 1-11 are to be 
considered prior art. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests that the objection to the 
drawings be withdrawn. 

The Examiner rejected claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
"JPEG 2000 for Efficient Imaging in a Client/Server Environment" by Martin Boliek et al in 
view of Boliek (U.S. Patent 6,922,487) issued to Dance et al. Applicant respectfully submits that 
claim 19 is patentable over the combination of cited references because the Office action has 
failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness and the combination of cited references does 
not teach or suggest all of the limitations of the claim. 

As set forth in the Office action, mailed May 2, 2007, Boliek fails to disclose that the 
resolution specified by the client is a resolution suitable for OCR processing which is retrieved 
from a dictionary file. Office action, mailed May 2, 2007, page 4. However, the Office action 
purports that this limitation is taught by Dance, stating that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invenfion to include the compression algorithm of BoHek 
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with the network OCR process of Dance for the benefit of minimizing computation, storage and 
bandwidth as taught by BoHek. Office action, mailed May 2, 2007, page 5. AppUcant 
respectfully disagrees. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Office action has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness regarding the combination of the cited references because the Office action 
has only made a conclusory statement that it would have been obvious to modify the OCR 
process of Dance to include the compression algorithm of Boliek, without explaining what 
specific understanding or technological principle within the knowledge of one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have prompted one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the elements in the 
manner claimed. See Memorandum fi'om Deputy Commissioner, May 3, 2007, regarding 
Supreme Court decision on KSR IntVl Co., v. Teleflex, Inc, Here, the Office Action merely states 
an advantage of minimizing computation, storage and bandwidth without explaining what 
specific understanding or technological principle within the knowledge of one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been prompted them to combine the elements in the claimed manner. 

Furthermore, the advantage listed by the Office action is misplaced. The advantage 
identified by the Office action is not a result of generating an inquiry to the server computer for a 
resolution suitable for the OCR processing, but fi'om storing only one compressed version of the 
image at the server and transmitting an imaging with the resolution, quality, size, and region 
custom specified by the client to without server side decoding. Boliek, Abstract. As such, the 
identified advantage comes generally fi-om using JPEG 2000 for efficient imaging in a 
client/server environment, which is not a specific advantage of generating an inquiry to the 
server for a resolution suitable for the OCR processing that would have prompted one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the OCR process of Dance to include the compression 
algorithm of Boliek, as purported by the Office action. As such, the Office action has failed to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Moreover, it appears that the Office action has reversed the references in the obviousness 
analysis. The Office action has rejected claim 19 as being unpatentable over Boliek in view of 
Dance, not over Dance in view of Boliek. However, the Office action's analysis of obviousness 
suggests modifying Dance with the teachings of Boliek. In particular, the Office action alleges 
that it would have been obvious to modify the network OCR process of Dance to include the 
compression algorithm of Boliek. Office action, mailed May 2, 2007, page 5. Applicant 
respectfully submits that the analysis of modifying Dance with the teachings of Boliek is 
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improper for a rejection of obviousness over Boliek in view of Dance. If the Examiner wishes to 
maintain the rejection, Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection over the cited 
combination, the Examiner either change the rejection statement, or provide analysis that Boliek 
is modified to include the teachings of Dance. As such, the Office action has failed to establish a 
prima facie case of obviousness. 

For the above mentioned reasons, the claim is patentable over the cited references 
because the Office action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Moreover, even if a person of ordinary skill in the art would have been prompted to 
combine the cited references, the combination of these references still fails to disclose all the 
limitations of claim 19, 

Claim 19 recites: 

A server-client system, comprising: 
a server computer; and 

a client computer to display an image processed by and received from the 
server computer, the client computer connected to the server computer via a 
network, 

wherein the client computer comprises: 

an inquiry transmission unit to generate an inquiry, in 
response to reception of a request for OCR processing to be 
performed by the server computer, to the server computer for a 
resolution suitable for the OCR processing; 

a resolution reception unit to receive the resolution suitable for the 
OCR processing from the server computer; 

an image data transmission unit to extract adjusted image data 
based on the received resolution suitable for the OCR processing and to 
transmit the extracted adjusted image data to the server computer, and 

wherein the server computer comprises: 

an inquiry reception unit to receive the inquiry from the 

client computer for the resolution suitable for the OCR processing; 
a resolution transmission unit to retrieve, in response to 

reception of the inquiry, the resolution suitable for the OCR 

processing from a dictionary file and transmit the resolution 

suitable for the OCR processing to the client computer; 

an image data decompression unit to decompress the 

adjusted image data received from the client computer; and 

an OCR result transmission unit to perform OCR 

processing on the decompressed adjusted image data and to 

transmit the result of the OCR processing to the client computer. 

(Emphasis added). 

Applicant respectfully submits that claim 19 requires a client computer having an 
inquiry transmission unit to generate an inquiry, in response to reception of a request for 
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OCR processing to be performed by the server computer, to the server computer for a 
resolution suitable for the OCR processing. The combination of cited references fails to teach 
or suggest at least this limitation of claim 19. 

Boliek is directed to a client/server architecture of the web that uses the JPEG 2000 
standard, having only one compressed version of the image stored on the server. The server can 
transmit an image with the resolution, quality, size, and region custom specified by an individual 
client. It can also serve an interactive zoom and pan client application. Boliek, Abstract. 
Although Boliek discloses interaction over a client/server network, Boliek only discloses that the 
client requests an image with the resolution, quality, size and region custom, as specified by an 
individual client, and in response the server provides the requested image having those 
characteristics. Boliek, Abstract. Using the JPEG 2000 standard allows one encoded image to 
be decoded at different resolutions, bit-rates, with different regions without decoding any more 
than the minimum necessary amount of data. Boliek, page 1, paragraph 4. As such, Boliek 
discloses a client that is configured to determine the image characteristics that the user requests 
(region, resolution, quality), select the data of the JPEG 2000 codestream that corresponds to 
these image characteristics, determining what byte requests are necessary to receive this data, 
issue byte length requests to the server, integrate the received data with any previously buffered 
data, decode the JPEG 2000 codestream, and render the image on the display. Boliek, page 2, 
paragraph 1. In another example, Boliek discloses that the client first requests some fundamental 
information, such as the JPEG 2000 main header or SIZ tag to determine which tiles to request. 
The server responds with this information, and the client can then request certain tiles at certain 
resolutions. Boliek, page 6, paragraphs 1-2. According to Boliek, the image data is sent from 
the server to the client, instead of from the client to the server, and no inquiry for a resolution 
suitable for the OCR processing is made by the client of Boliek. Boliek only disclose making a 
request for an image stored by the server having certain characteristics, such as resolution. As 
such, not only does Boliek fails to disclose an inquiry transmission unit to generate an inquiry to 
the server computer for a resolution suitable for the OCR processing, but Boliek also fails to 
generate a inquiry to the server computer for a resolution suitable for processing. 

The Office action purports that Boliek discloses that either the server or client can 
transmit an image with the resolution, quality, size, and region custom specified by an individual 
client or server, equating the server of Boliek to the client computer of claim 19, Office action, 
mailed May 2, 2007, page 3. The Office action also purports that the "client (equivalent to 
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claimed server) requests information ... in response, the server (equivalent to claimed client) 
provides . . . maximum resolution (i.e., request for resolution suitable for processing) . . . then the 
client (claimed server) provides . . . that it wants tile at resolution 2 (the resolution suitable for 
processing) . . . and the server (claimed client) responds by sending the requested data ... at 
resolution 2 (which is suitable for processing)." Applicant respectfully disagrees with the Office 
action's characterization of the reference. First, nothing in Boliek discloses that the operations of 
the client can be performed by the server, and vice versa. Boliek discloses that with only one 
compressed version stored, a server can transmit an image with the resolution, quality, size, and 
region custom specified by an individual client. Boliek, Abstract, emphasis added. Second, as 
described above, the client of Boliek does not generate an inquiry to the server for a resolution 
suitable for processing; the client of Boliek only requests basic information about compression to 
determine which tiles to request. As such, Boliek fails to disclose at least this limitation of the 
claim. 

Dance is directed to a device and method for capturing an image of a document using a 
digital camera, including a resolution analyzer for analyzing the resolution of text characters in 
the image, to asses whether the resolution is suitable for OCR. Dance, Abstract. Dance 
discloses that if the resolution is too small or too large, an indicator is generated to guide the user 
as to the corrective movement of the camera to improve the resolution for OCR; for example, if 
the resolution is too small, the indication may be a "down" indicator to indicate that the user 
should move the camera closer to the document object, to increase the image resolution.. Dance, 
Abstract, and col, 2, lines 19-23. As such, Dance is directed to addressing the problem for users 
in setting the height of the camera relative to the document to ensure that the text in the 
document image has sufficient resolution for OCR. Dance fails to cure the deficiency of Boliek 
noted above because Dance does not disclose a client computer having an inquiry transmission 
unit to generate an inquiry to the server computer for a resolution suitable for the OCR 
processing. As such, the cited combination fails to disclose at least this limitation of the claim. 

Given that the Office action has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness and 
that the combination of the references would still fail to disclose all of the limitations of claim 
1 9, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 9 is patentable over the combination of cited 
references. Accordingly, Applicant requests that the rejection of claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) be withdrawn. 
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The Examiner rejected claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Boliek in view of Dance. Applicant respectfully submits that claim 20 is patentable over the 
combination of cited references because the Office action has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness and the combination of cited references does not teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of the claim. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Office action has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness regarding the combination of the cited references because the Office action 
has not identified a reason why one of ordinary skill in the art would have been prompted to 
combine the elements in the manner claimed. See Memorandum from Deputy Commissioner, 
May 3, 2007, regarding Supreme Court decision on KSR IntVl Co., v. Teleflex, Inc. Here, the 
Office Action merely alleges that Boliek discloses a client computer having a generation unit, a 
resolution change unit, and a server computer having a computation unit, and that Dance 
discloses a confidence level computation unit, a determination unit, a confidence level 
transmission unit, and an OCR result transmission unit. As such, the Office action has merely 
used two references to attempt to satisfy each of the elements, failing to establish why one of 
ordinary skill in the art would be prompted to combine the elements in the manner claimed. As 
such, the claim is patentable over the cited references because the Office action fails to establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Moreover, even if a person of ordinary skill in the art would have been prompted to 
combine the cited references, the combination of these references still fails to disclose all the 
limitations of claim 20. 

Claim 20 recites: 

A server-client system, comprising: 
a server computer; and 

a client computer to display an image processed by and received firom the 
server computer, the client computer connected to the server computer via a 
network, 

wherein the client computer comprises: 

a generation unit to generate a test image of a predetermined 
region of an original image using a certain resolution and to transmit 
the generated test image to the server computer; 

a determination unit to receive a confidence level associated with 
OCR processing fi-om the server computer and to determine whether the 
confidence level satisfies a predetermined condition; and 

a resolution change unit to generate an additional test image 
using a different resolution and to transmit the additional test image 
to the server computer, and 
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wherein the server computer comprises: 

a confidence level computation unit to decompress the test 
image received from the client computer, to perform OCR 
processing on the decompressed test image and to compute the 
confidence level associated with the result of the OCR processing; 

a confidence level transmission unit to transmit the 
confidence level associated with the OCR processing computed by 
the confidence level computation unit to the client computer; and 

an OCR result transmission unit to decompress the test 
image received from the resolution change unit of the client 
computer, to perform OCR processing on the decompressed test 
image, and to transmit the result of the OCR processing to the 
client computer. (Emphasis added). 

Applicant respectfully submits that claim 20 requires a client computer having a 
generation unit and a resolution change unit. The combination of cited references fails to 
teach or suggest at least these limitations of claim 20. 

As set forth in the Office action, the Office action purports that Boliek discloses a client 
computer having a generation unit and a resolution change unit. Office action, mailed May 2, 
2007, page 5. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Boliek is directed to a client/server architecture of the web that uses the JPEG 2000 
standard, having only one compressed version of the image stored on the server. As described 
above, although Boliek discloses interaction over a client/server network, Boliek only discloses 
that the client requests an image with the resolution, quality, size and region custom, as specified 
by an individual client, and in response the server provides the requested image having those 
characteristics. Boliek, Abstract. Nothing in Boliek, including the Abstract, discloses that the 
client, or the server, generates a test image of a predetermined region of an original imaging 
using a certain resolution and to transmit the generated test image to the server computer. Also, 
nothing in Boliek discloses that the client, or the server, generates an additional test image using 
a certain resolution and to transmit the generated additional test image to the server computer. 
According to Boliek, the image data is sent from the server to the client, instead of from the 
client computer to the server computer as claimed. As such, Boliek fails to disclose transmitted 
the generated test image to the server from the client, as required by claim 20. In addition, even 
if the client and server of Boliek were to be switched, as purported by the Office action, the 
server of Boliek (alleged to be equivalent to the client computer) does not generate a test image 
of a predetermined region to be transmitted to the client of Boliek (alleged to be equivalent to the 
server computer). Moreover, the client or server of Boliek does not generate an additional test 
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image, as required by claim 20. As such, Boliek fails to disclose at least these limitations of the 
claim. Dance fails to cure the deficiencies of Boliek. 

Given that the Office action has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness and 
that the combination of the references would still fail to disclose all of the limitations of claim 
20, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 20 is patentable over the combination of cited 
references. Accordingly, Applicant requests that the rejection of claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) be withdrawn. 

If the Examiner maintains the rejection of claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), the 
Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner provide more specific analysis on how each of 
these limitations are disclosed in the cited references, and why one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been prompted to combine the elements in the manner claimed. Currently, the 
analysis of the rejection merely includes the claim language with a citation to the Abstract of 
Boliek. There is no explanation of how the Examiner is interpreting the components of the 
reference to arrive at the claimed invention. Furthermore, the current analysis is lacking analysis 
as to what is disclosed by the primary reference, what is not disclosed by the primary reference, 
how the secondary reference curies the deficiency of the primary reference, and a reason one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been prompted to combine the elements of the primary and 
secondary references to arrive at the claimed invention. 
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CONCLUSION 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the rejections to the claims have been 
overcome by the amendments and the remarks and withdrawal of these rejections is respectfully 
requested. Applicant submits that claims 19 and 20 are in condition for allowance and such 
action is earnestly solicited. 

If there are any additional charges, please charge Deposit Account No. 02-2666 for any 
fee deficiency that may be due. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Blakely Sokoloff Taylor & Zafman LLP 
p. 

By: 

Michael J. Mallie 
Reg. No. 36,591 



Date: 
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